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This report is one of a series of small publications, presenting selected results from the
joint fIsheries survey of the Artisanal Fisheries Rehabilitation Project and the Uganda
Fresh water Fisheries Research Organisation. The contents of this particular report are
the sole responsibility of the authors. The results and fmdings in these publications
should be treated as a basis for further research. Comments and suggestions Me
welcome, and may be forwarded to the authors, or to: Drs. AB. Frielink, Project
Coordinator, AFRP, P.O. Box 4, Entebbe, Uganda, or c/o EEC Delegation Uganda, 200
Rue de la Loi, B 1049 Brussels, Belgium.
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These reports appear as working papers, intended to distribute some of the information eIherging
from the joint flSheries survey at an early stage. It is hoped that the feed back received will
improve the quality of future surveys. The list of reports as shown above, is preliminary, and the
order "of, subjects is random. The intention is to accumulate', the reports, with the comments'
'··received; into one survey report. The responsibility for these reports lies solely with the Artisanal
Fisheries Rehabilitation Project.
ArtisanaJ Fisheries Rehabilitation Project •
The Artisanal Fisheries Rehabilitation Project (AFRP) is a project of the Fisheries Department of
the Ministry of Animal Industry and Fisheries, fmanced by the EEe.
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Ministry of Animal Industry and Fisheries
P.O.Box 7003
Kampala, Uganda
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We are greatly indebted to the eight graduants of 1988 from the Fisheries Training Institute,
Entebbe, namely Miss R.Gimbo and Messrs D.Ebotu, T.M.Ahabyoona, S.Bwanga, F.Birungyi,
.K.Begumanya, F.Ntale, and J.Kangwagye, for their work as field interviewers and assistants in
the collection of data. Mention should also be made of the various Fisheries Staff in the areas
visited for their assistance and cooperation. Our thanks go to Mr. 1. Balondemu and Miss
.Khakasa of the AFRP for data computation, to the drivers of the survey teams Messrs
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1 Introduction
The Artisanal Fisheries Rehabilitation Project (AFRP)!Uganda Freshwater Fisheries Research
Organisation CUFFRO) Survey was conducted during January - March 1989. The aim of the
Survey was to evaluate the impact of the AFRP on the national fisheries, assessing the current
catch levels, and determining the socio-economic position of the fishermen. On the catch
assessment, the survey collected information more specifically on the following:
(i) Fish production in Uganda by major species groups.
(li) Size structure of the harvested fish.
(iii) Catch per unit of effort (CPUE) for the major fish species.
Some work on catch assessment survey has been done on Lake Victoria CWetherall, 1972;
Wanjala and Marten, 1974; Marten, 1979). Wanjala and Marten (1974) carried out a survey to
assess the condition of the breeding stocks in the heavily fished Kenya waters of Lake Victoria
Marten (1979) assessed the impact of fishing in the inshore waters of lake Victoria This study was
based on past catch statistics. However, the zvork of Wetherall (1972) on the whole of Lake
Victoria was more or less similar to the present AFRP/UFFRO survey.
The main objectives of Wetherall's catch assessment survey were the determination of the catch
levels and the fishing effort on the lake. In the Uganda portion of Lake Victoria, the survey was
conducted during January-MarCh 1972. The selection of sampling sites was based on the
limnological zones selected by Mr. G.E.B.Kitaka, a limnologist in the then EAFFRO. These sites
had been sub-divided into two categories, based on the number of canoes, namely small (for less
than 10 canoes), and large (for more than 10 canoes). A total of 19 sites (9 small and 10 large)
were covered in the Uganda waters, spending one or two days at each of the sites, recording the
catches landed. The results of this survey gave an estimated total fish production for the Uganda
part of Lake Victoria as 24,000 metric tons for 1972, a figure Wetherall (QQ.:@ admits as a rough
estimate from an expansion based on the first quarter of the year. The Uganda Fisheries
. Department (UFD) estimate for the same year (1972) stood at 33,900 metric tons for the Uganda
part of Lake Victoria (MAIF, 1983).
The present AFRP/UFFRO survey covered representative areas of the whole of Uganda
waters.
4The catch assessment survey was conducted as a stratified sampling design. using the
ormation obtained from the Frame Survey of 1988 (MAIF 1989).
Areas surveyed
The survey covered Lake Albert,Lakes Edward and George, Lake Wamala, Minor Lakes, Lake
oga (Southern part) and Lake Victoria. A total of 36 landings were selected from the above
and surveyed.
Selection/allocation of landings
The number of landings selected from each of the areas surveyed depended on the weight of
e lake as a fIsheries resource. On this basis, the areas covered by the survey were designated as
. zones (l-VD and their corresponding landings allocated as in the table below.
Table 1. Selected areas and landings used during the survey.
Zone Number of Category of Landing
landings
A B C
I Lake Albert 5 1 3 1
II Lakes Edward!
George and Kazinga 3 2 1
Channel
ill Lake Wamala 3 1 1 1
IV Minor Lakes 5 2 2 1
V Lake Kyoga 6 2 2 2
VI Lake Victoria 14 6 3 5
Total 36 12 13 11
On the basis of the number of canoes all the landings in Table 1 were grouped into three (3)
Categories, Pi, B, and C, as shown in Table 2.
Table 2. Classification of landings according to the number of resident canoes.
Category Number of canoes
A 0-9
B 10-20
C 20+
The number of dug-out canoes was divided by 2 to equate them to planked canoes. The
percentage canoe contribution for each category in each zone was worked out and used to
reallocate these landings to each category in each Zone as in Table 1. The particular landings were
then selected following the random method, using a computer. The Logistics Section of the Survey
Committee then advised on the accessibility and other logistic properties of the selected landings.
Those landings that had ceased to exist or were considered inaccessible were replaced with
landings from the same category, again using the computer. The Survey Team Supervisors had also
· '
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a mandate to replace, in the field, those landings with logistic problems with landings from the
same category.
Selection of canoes to be interviewed.
About 60% of the canoes in the selected landings were to be covered for Form A (Impact and
Socio-economic survey). For Form B (Catch Assessment Survey) the survey team aimed at
covering at least 50% of the canoes covered by Form A. The selection of the canoes to be
interviewed during the survey was based on the results of the Frame Survey as a guideline and
adjusted by the team on arrival at the landing, after ascertaining the total number of canoes
operating at the time in case not in accordance with Frame Survey results (Appendix A).
Pilot survey
The questionnaires used during the survey were designed and discussed by the survey
Committee and Team. These questionnaires were tested in a Pilot Survey in Kitubulu and
Nakiwogo fIsh landings in Entebbe before the actual survey. Following this Pilot Survey, the
questionnaires were .adjusted and/or amended accordingly.
Questionnaire
The questionnaires for the survey were contained in two forms, Form A(for impact and Socio-
economic survey) and Form B (for Catch Assessment Survey). Form B had 3 parts: I, II, .and m.
Part I was for general information from the fIsherman/canoe operator relating to the flSQing
activities. It sought information such as the experience of the fisherman, number of days fished in
a week, type and size of canoe, type, size and number of gears used, flShing grounds, seasonality in
catch, and their views on appropriate flShing gear. Part II was for record of catches landed by
species and Part ill for size structure records of selected flSh species.
Field Work
Field work started on 3rd January 1989. Each landing surveyed was visited the day before the
survey. This visit enabled the survey team to be introduced to the leaders of the landirigs; the
leaders were briefed on the general aims of the survey and the team was in turn informed on
landing times and numbers of canoes operating from the landing. At least two days were spent
surveying each landing.
At the landings, catches of flSh landed by the selected canoes were recorded in Part II of Form
B by species, numbers and weight; gears used (type, . numbers and size) were also noted. For
canoes that landed 30 or more specimens of a particular species, using a particular size of gear, 30
of these were selected randomly and measured individually for length and weight and these
measurements were recorded in Part ill of Form B. Canoe operators or flShermen of these
selected canoes were later interviewed privately and individually for Part I of Form B.
The interviews for Form B were restricted to the operators or flShermen of flShing canoes only
and avoided transport canoes.
If more than one canoe was involved in the fIshing of the catch landed by the selected fishing
canoe being sampled and the catch could not be separated according to the canoes involved, then
only Parts I and II of Form B were considered.
6Data Analysis
All the data obtained from the survey was fed into the computer and analysis was partly carried
out using the computer. Since the short duration of the survey on each landing did not take
account of seasonal variation in catches, an analysis of the past catch records for' some of the
selected landings (more particularly from those surveyed) was undertaken and a correction factor
for seasonality for each water body arrived at. This, corrector factor was used in adjusting the
estimated fish production flgUl'es.
More details on the methodology used for this survey can be found in Report No. 1
(AFRPIUFFRO, 1989).
3. Results
Species Composition
Table 3 shows the fIsh species encountered in the commercial catches analysed from the various
lakes during the AFRPIUFFRO Fisheries Survey of 1989. Lake Albert with at least 11 species
groups had the highest species diversity. Oreochromis niloticus and Clarias species were recorded
in all the water bodies surveyed, while O. esculentus, Xenoclarias spp, Gnathanemus spp and
Rastrineobola spp were notable among those not encountered. Schilbe spp, Alestes spp and
Hydrocynus spp were only recorded in Lake Albert. The "other" species encountered in Lake
Albert included Citharinus spp, Auchenoglanis spp, Malapterurus spp. and Distichodus spp.
Total Catches
The total flSh landed by commercial flShermen from the national waters is estimated at 131,954
metric tonnes (mt) for the year 1989, using the Frame Survey fIgure of 3,195 canoes for Lake
Victoria (Table 4). This flgUl'e would rise to 203,331 metric tonnes for the same year 1989 if the
Uganda Fisheries Department fIgure of 7,000 canoes for Lake Victoria was used. Lake Victoria
contributed the highest proportion of the total national catch (45.91%) closely followed by Lake
Kyoga (43.54%). The Tilapiine species contributed 67.33% of the total catch and Lates species
came second with a contribution of 27.99% (Table 4).
Gillnet Selectivity
Size structure of the various flSh species caught from the different water bodies by gillnets of
different mesh sizes is shown in Table 5 and Appendix B. Table 5 shows the retention
characteristics of the observed popular mesh size commercial gillnets for the different flSh species
caught from the various water bodies. Gillnets of 127.0 mm and 203.2 mIn mesh were popularly
used on Lakes Victoria and Kyoga for catching O. niloticus in both lakes and Lates niloticus in
Lake Victoria. Both mesh size nets caught slightly bigger O. niloticus with a wider selection range
in Lake Victoria than in Lake Kyoga (Table 5).
The 76.2 rom mesh gillnets were popularly used on Lake Wamala and the Minor Lakes for the
Tilapiine species. However, the use of the 88.9 rom mesh nets for O. niloticus and Protopterus
species was also observed on Lake Wamala The O. niloticus specimens retained by the 76.2 mm
mesh gillnets in the Minor Lakes were slightly longer (19.34 cm average total length) and heavier
(0.23 kg average weight) compared to Lake Wamala (18.40 em average total length and 0.13 kg
average weight) (Table 5). In Lakes Edward and George the 114.3 mm mesh size were commonly
used for O. niloticus and Bagrus species while 50.8 mIn and 63.5 mm mesh nets were used on Lake
Albert for Hydrocynus and Alestes species.
Appendix B presents the retention characteristics of the various mesh size commercial gillnets
for the different flSh species caught and analysed from the various water bodies during the period
,
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Catch per Unit of effort
Tables 6 and 7, and Appendix C show the catch per unit of effort in the various water bodies
surveyed during the period January-March 1989. Lake Kyoga with an average catch of 59.04 kg per
canoe ranked fIrst in catch per unit of effort followed by Lakes Edward/George, Victoria, Albert,
Wamala and the Minor Lakes in descending order (Table 6).
On the basis of catch per unit of effort, more fISh was generally recorded in the category B
landings (Table 6). The highest catch of 12.14 kg per net per night in the 76.2 mm mesh nets was
recorded from Lake Wamala. However, Lake Kyoga recorded the highest catches of 10.57 kg,
10.09 kg and 8.82 kg per net per night in the 152.4 mm, 203.2 mm, and 127.0 mm mesh gillnets,
respectively (Table 7). The catch per net for Lake Victoria was between 1.5 kg and 4.3 kg in the
nets (ranging from 101.6 mm to 304.8 mm mesh) used during the period, while on Lake Albert the
catches from the popular mesh nets of 50.8 mm and 63.5 mm were 0.36 kg and 1.30 kg per net,
respectively (Table 7). Catches of 2.36 kg and 1.44 kg per net were recorded from the 114.3 mm
.and 127.0 mm mesh nets, respectively, on both Lakes Edward and George, while the popular 76.2
rom mesh nets used .on Minor Lakes registered catches of 1.35 kg per net (Table 7).
Seasonality
The correction factors for seasonality with respect to estimated total catches were as in Table 8.
Table 8. Correction factors for seasonality
Water body Survey period Correction factor
Lake Victoria January/February
Lake Albert February
Lakes Edward/George January
Minor lakes January/February
Lake Kyoga FebruarylMarch •
Lake Wamala January
5. Discussion
1.0991
1.0805
1.0634
0.9196
0.9175
0.8688
Some fISh species known to be present in the various water bodies were not recorded during
the survey in some (if not all) of these water bodies. This was due to either the gears used at the
time or the fIShing methods used. Although at the time of the survey there was fIshing for
Rastrineobola on Lake Victoria using light during moonless nights and the fISh was usually landed
before 0500hrs local time, this species was not encountered. Fishing for Protopterus is best using
longlines which are usually set and checked after two days or so. In Lakes Victoria and Albert
where Protopterus was not recorded, this may be due to less popular use of longlines in the
suitable habitats. Some of these species not recorded in some water bodies, however, may have
declined in abundance over time or have never existed in those waters. Lates species have never
existed in Minor Lakes, Lakes Wamala and George while Bagrus species have not been known to
exist in Lake Wamala and most of the Minor Lakes.
The estimated total fIsh production from the national waters was based on the total number of
fIShing canoes recorded during the Frame Survey of 1988. During preparations for the survey of
1989, the Survey Committee members reiterated that the Frame Survey results were not very
reliable but were the only available guideline for the survey. The seemingly low estimated fIsh
production fIgure of 131,954 mt for 1989 (compared to the Uganda Fisheries Department fIgure of
8214,302 mt for 1988, of which Lake Victoria contributed 107,092 mt) may be attributable to a low
canoe count. In Lake Victoria, the Frame Survey gave a figure of 3,195 canoes while the Uganda
Fisheries Department estimated 7,000 canoes for the same lake in the same year 1988 (Dr. Orach-
Meza, pers. comm.) which figure if used would have given an estimated national fish production
figure of 203,331 mt for 1989, a positive difference of 54%. Also Rastrineobola spp. which
contribute significantly to the Lake Victoria fishery was not recorded during the survey.
Wetherall (1972) noted the disparity between his figure of 24,000 mt for Lake Victoria in 1972,
with the Uganda Fisheries Department <UFD) figure, for the same lake, of 34,790 mt for 1970,
and at least 35,000 for 1972. He attributed this either to the fact that average fishing success was
considerably greater during the last three quarters of the year, or that the UFD figures had an
inherent positive bias in the order of 50%. According to him, the second explanation might well
have been the correct one when he considered the sampling methods employed by the
Department. The system then was that statistics on the fishing activity and landings per canoe-day
were gathered primarily from major landing sites, and these are invariably larger sites with good
access and a fairly high proportion of motorized canoes. According to Wetherall's Catch
Assessment Survey results, most fishing effort in smaller sites was by non-motorized canoes, with
lower success. On smaller landings, the catch rate was 25.84 kg, while the catch rate for the larger
sites, which were being sampled (and are probably the only ones still being sampled at present) by
the UFD, was 41.33 -ki <Wetherall, 1972). It is thus obvious how a positive bias of at least 50%
could enter the UFD estimate of total landings.
Although Wetherall (QR.:~ attributes the disparity of about 50% between his figure and that of
UFD to an inherent positive bias due to the sampling of primarily major landing sites by UFD,
even his estimates based on the first quarter of the year could give a considerable negative bias,
although not in the order of 50%, because this is the period when the catches are generally low.
This is true for our survey (condUCted during the flTst quarter of the year) where a corr~ion
factor for seasonality was necessary.
The disparity in the retention characteristics of the same mesh size gillnet in different water
bodies may be due to either wrong information on the mesh sizes used and/or use of mixed mesh
size nets, fishing method (e.g. beating of water) or the state of the fishery (e.g. stunting). In Lake
Wamala, the smaller size retention characteristics of the 76.2 mm mesh nets for Oreochromis
species compared to the Minor Lakes was apparently due to the stunted fish stocks of Lake
Wamala (Okaronon, unpublished data). The difference between the retention characteristics of the
127.0 mm and 203.2 mm mesh nets for O. niloticus in lakes Victoria and Kyoga was probably due
to the use of mixed mesh size nets in.Lake Victoria (127.0 mm and 152.4 mm for what was
reported as 127.0 mm); this would not apply to th~ Lwampanga area of lake Kyoga where these
nets were used as (during the survey) the canoes landed in areas specified for particular mesh size
nets.
Apart from the Minor Lakes and Lake Wamala, canoes from landings in category B and to a
certain extent C, fished from more distant areas, 10 km on average, from the landings. This would
indicate that the fishermen travelled these distances in search of good fishing grounds and would
most likely practice active fishing while guarding the fIShing gears. This may partly explain the high
catches per unit of effort in the category B landings. The fIShermen from Malembo and Kanagisa
both category A landings on Lake Kijanebalola, a minor lake, were observed to fISh for the
haplochromines only, thus the low catch per unit of effort in the category A landings.
6. Conclusions and recommendations
1. The survey field work was generally successfully carried out according to the objectives and
schedule. The data collected from the catch assessment part of the survey has resulted in some
useful indices.
(i) At least 17 fISh species groups were encountered during the survey, with Lake Albert
having the highest species diversity, at least 11 species. Oreochromis niloticus and Clarias
9~s were recorded in all the water bodies surveyed; Schilbe, Alestes and Hydrocynus species
were only recorded in Lake Albert.
(ii) The size structure of the fish stocks harvested in the various water bodies varied with the
specieS and the sizes of gear used.. In most cases the popularity of gears used in a water body
reflected the relative abundance and/or the commercial importance of the particular stocks
within the size range heavily harvested by the given gear.
(iii) The highest and lowest catch of 59.04 kglcanoe and 10.64 kglcanoe were recorded from
Lake Kyoga and the Minor Lakes, respectively, while the highest and lowest catch of 12.14
kglnet of 76.2 mm and 0.31 kglnet of 76.2 mm mesh were observed from Lakes Wamala and
Albert, respectively.
(iv) The total fIsh production from the national waters during 1989 was estimated at 131,954
mt. The highest proportion of 45.91% of the total production came from Lake Victoria. The
Tilapiine species contributed the bulk (67.33%) of the national fIsh production.
(v) The commercial gill nets used during the survey period ranged from 50.8 mm to 304.8 mm
mesh. Gillnets of 127.0 mm and 203.2 mm mesh were the most popular on Lakes Kyoga and
VlCtoria (for har.lesting O. niloticus and 1. niloticus), while in Lake Albert, the 50.8 mm and
63.5 nun mesh were popularly used (for Hydrocynus and Alestes species).
The above indices will form a basis for further surveys.
On the basis of the observations made from the catch assessment survey, the following are
mmended:
(i) Another Frame Survey is needed to rectify the controversy over the number of C8lloes
operating on the various water bodies, especially Lake Victoria (Uganda).
(ti) There is need to establish the Catch Assessment Survey (CAS) programme on at least a
quarterly basis, alongside the Uganda Fisheries Department (UFD) statistical collections,· as
neither system by itself is likely to be adequate. If the quarterly CAS cannot feasibly be done in
any single year, then this could be done over a number of years, provided a different quarter is
covered each year.
ALTERNATIVELY, consideration cot;lid be given to either
(a) A complete census of the fISheries parameters, whereby both the Frame Survey and the
Catch Assessment Survey could be conducted in all the waters over a limited period of time;
OR
(b) The statistical collection systems should be strengthened in order to cover most of the
landing sites in the various water bodies and to collect accurate statistics.
(iii) There is an urgent need for a Stock Assessment Survey (SAS) to determine the available
stocks and relate these to the catch levels in 2(ii) above.
~'
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Table 3. Fish species encountered and analysed during the survey
Fish species Lake Victoria Lake Albert Minor LakeB La~ Wamala Lake Edward/George Lake Kyoga
Haplocbromis spp x x
Oroocbromis esculentus
O.lencostictus x x
O. vBTiabilis x x x
O.ni/oticus x x x x x x
TiJapia zillii x x
Bagrus spp x x x
Clarias spp x x x x x x
XeDoclBTias spp
Protopterus spp x x x x
Lates spp x x x
S)71odoDtis spp x
&rbus spp x x x
Labeo spp x
Mormyrus spp x x
GI1Jltlumemus spp
Schilbe spp
.
x
RBstriDeobola spp
AJestes spp x
Hydroc)71us spp x
Others x
Total B 11 5 3 7 B
LaIre Albert 989 2,438 469 481 569 15 242 370 5;573 4.22
LaIre Victoria 29,737 29,887 131 325 222 137 136 60,575 45.91
LaIre Kyoga 6,214 50,504 359 214 162 57,453 43.54
LaIre Edward\George 3,310 292 451 951 15 5,019 3.80
LaIre Wamala 2,446 36 30 2,512 1.90
Minor LaIres 255 6 379 182 822 0.62
ITo~ .. <~6;94Q<881840 .·.<469><481.·· ....·992 ....·...340 ·1.014 ·.•.•••···..1.574 .•...... 576 668 [:jjt:~!I!::~:1 100
.
Percentage of total 27.99 67.33 0.36 0.36 0.75 0.26 0.81 1.19 0.44 0.51 100
....."
•
Table 4. Estimated fish production for 1989.
amounts in metric tons
Lstes spp Tilapiine Hdrocynus Alestes Bagrus Barbus
spp spp spp spp spp
Clarias Protopterus Haplocbromis
spp spp spp
Others ToW IPercentage
Table 5. Retention characteristics of the most popular gillnets
Gillnet TotallFork LeDgth (em) Weight (kg)
mesh -_._------------------------ --------------------
Water Body (mm) Fish b'pecies n Average Minimum Maximum Average Minimum Maximum
-
--
Lake Victoria 127.0 O.niJoticus 586 30.80 23.00 49.00 0.71 0.24 2.20
127.0 L.niJoticus 55 53.15 34.00 77.80 2.22 0.40 5.98
203.2 O.niJoticus 65 51.01 27.22 79.10 2.53 0.22 4.28
203.2 L.niJoticus 229 63.68 33.50 93.00 3.58 0.42 9.96
Lake Albert 50.8 Hydrocynus spp 149 25.61 19.80 32.30 0.21 0.08 0.72
63.8 AJestes spp 58 26.72 22.30 42.40 0.21 0.10 0.52
63.8 Hydrocynus spp 114 25.44 20.30 30.30 0.20 0.12 0.33
Minor Lakes 76.2 O. variabilis 213 20.35 15.40 28.80 0.38 0.09 0.44
76.2 O.niJoticus 63 19.34 17.20 27.80 0.23 0.08 0.44
Lake Wamala 76.2 O.niJoticus 177 18.40 14.50 24.00 0.13 0.04 0.26
88.9 O.niJoticus 245 18.10 15.20 22.70 . 0.12 0.06 0.20
88.9 Protoplerus spp 22 79.38 62.80 108.20 2.29 0.86 6.00
Lakes Edward 114.3 O.niJoticus 668 29.12 22.70 38.90 0.52 0.28 1.20
George 114.3 Bagrus spp 156 45.08 25.50 76.00 1.02 0.20 5.90
Lake Kyoga 127.0 O.niJoticus 265 29.78 22.00 39.00 0.61 0.30 1.72
203.2 O.niJoticus 116 46.35 39.00 56.00 2.27 1.43 4.10
- --
D = Dumber of specimens
:' .;" 
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 Water Body Category No of Average no Catch Catcb 
: ~t(· , 
}, ; 
of canoes of nets (kg) (kg) 
v· landing sampled per canoe per net per canoe 
Lake Victoria	 A 20 18 2.26 40.68
 
B 17 24 2.53 60.72
 
::,:~: . 
C 34 22 ' 1.77 38.94 
_..'" 
-, 
Lake Albert A 
B 
C 
4 
11 
13 
23 
47 
36 
1.27 
1.37 
0.59 
29.21 
64.39 
21.24 
Minor Lakes A 
B 
C 
3 
10 
IS 
3 
4 
10 
0.56 
2.69 
1.36 
1.68 
10.76 
13.00 
Lake W8.m.al.a A' 4 3 5.53 16.59 
B 5 5 6.00 30.00 
C 6 3 9.58' 28.74 
:t\f¥ttQ::):!::: ',... ').:': !:::!:::!::::!:::::::::t7Ji<¥ ::{:?!!::'g~:36' 
Lake Edward! A 
George B 12 24 2.66 63.84 
C 13 22 1.80 39.60 
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T a b l e  7 . ,  
C a t c h  p e r  n e t ' p e r  n i g h t  p e r  me~h s i z e  g i l l n e t , .  
p e r  w a t e r  b o d y , .  J a n u a r y  - M a r c h  1 9 8 9 ·  
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I  
i  
W a t e r b o d y  G i l l n e t  
N u m b e r  o f  
T o t a l  
C a t c h  
1  
m e s h  
c a n o e s  
n u m b e r  o f  
( k g )  
f
( m m )  
s a m p l e d  
n e t s  u s e d  
p e r  n e t  
I  
i  
!  
!  
L a k e  V i c t o r i a  
1 2 7 . 0  
2 4  3 4 3  
2 . 4 6  
1 7 7 . 8  1 0  2 0 9  
1 . 5 1  
L a k e  A l b e r t  5 0 . 8  6  
3 8 6  
0 . 3 6  
7 6 . 2  
1  
7 5  0 . 3 1  
•  
1 1 4 . 3  7  5 1  
2 . 4 0  
· · · · · · · 4 . 5 6
20~:8" 
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M i n o r  L a k e s  
2 5 . 4  1  
6  0 . 3 5 
  
7 6 . 2  2 0  
1 2 6  
1 . 3 5  
1 2 7 . 0  1  
3  
8 . 7 0 
  
L a k e  W a m a l a 
  
8 8 . 9  
8  
4 3  5 . 1 1  
L a k e s  E d w a r d J  ' 1 1 4 ; 3  
2 2  
. 4 9 3  
2 : 3 6 
  
G e o r g e  
1 2 7 . 0  
3  
7 6  
1 . 4 4 
  
L a k e  K y o g a  
5 0 ; 8 > ' "  
t  
" 0 . 4 4 
  
7 6 . 2  2  
1 1  
2 . 5 5  
1 0 1 . 6 :  
< 1 : ) · < > . : · . . .  : ·  · . t . 0 3
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. . .
1 2 7 . 0  
9  
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A p p e n d i x  A .  L a n d i n g s  s u r v e y e d , .  n u m b e r  o f c a n o e s  i n t e r v i e w e d  a n d  
a v e r a g e  n u m b e r  o f  d a y s  f i s h e d  i n ,  a  w e e k . .  
1  
~ 
W a t e r  b o d y '  
F i s h  landin~ 
s u r v e y e d  
C a t e g o r y  
o f  
l a n d i n g  
( i )  
( i i )  
( i i i )  
; . '  
L a k e  V i c t o r i a  
B u w u n g e  
K a b a g a l a  
G u n g a  
K y o g a  
K a m w a n y i  
K a g o n y a  
N a b b a l e  
N s a z i  
K a s a l i  
N a n g o m a  
\ V . a n y a n g e  
K y a g a l a n y i  
M u s o l i  
K i g u n g u  
A ,  
A  
A  
A
. _ . .  
A  
A  
B  
B  
B  
C  
C  
C  
C  
C  
2  
2  
2  
2  
2  
1  
5  
5  
5  
5  
6  
7  
7  
1 0  
(  
2  
1  
2  
S  
3  
7  
5  
7  
5  
5  
7  
6  
7  
1 0  
6 . 1  
6 . 1  
6 . 1  
6 . 1  
6 . 1  
6 . 1  
6 . 0  
6 . 0  
6 . 0 ,  
5 . . . 4  
5 . 4  
5 . 4  
5 . 4  
5 . 4  
"  
L a k e  A l b e r t  
K a l o l o  
K a c h u n d e  
K i t e b e r e  
H o i m o  
R u n g a  
A  
B  
B  
B  
C  
4  
6  
5  
7  
8  
4  
6  
5  
1  
1 3  
6 . 0  
7 . 0  
7 . 0  
7 . 0  
5 . 4  
M i n o r  L a k e s  
M a l e n b o  
K a n a g i s a  
K a h i r i m b i  
' K a s e r e r e  
L w a n g a  
A  
A  
B  
B  
C  
3  
3  
5  
5  
1 5  
2  
3  
4  
6  
1 6  
5 . 3  
5 . 3  
6 . 2  
6 . 2  
5 . 6  
L a k e  W a m a l a  
B u k a n a g a  
G o m b e  
N k o n y a  
A  
B  
C  
4  
6  
6  
4  
6  
6  
7 . 0  
4 . 5  
5 . 0  
L a k e s  E d w a r d J  
G e o r g e  
K a y a n j a  
M a h y o r o  
K a t w e  
B  
B  
C  
5  
5  
1 5  
6  
6  
1 5  
6 . 3  
6 . 3  
6 . 5  
L a k e  K y o g a  
1 s a l o  
N k o n d o  
N a w a m p i t i  
M a l i m a  
A  
A  
B  
B  
2  
5  
5  
5  
4  
1  
2  
0  
5 . 0  
5 . 0  
4 . 0  
K i g i n g i  
L w a m p a n g a  
C  
C  
7  
1 5  
0  
1 5  
4 . 8  
( i )  
( i i )  
( i i i )  
N u m b e r  o f  c a n o e s  t h a t  w e r e  t o  b e  i n t e r V i e w e d  
N u m b e r  o f  c a n o e s  t h a t  w e r e  a c t u a l l y  i n t e r v i e w e d  
N u m b e r  o f  d a y s  f i s h e d  i n  a  w e e k  
I  
,  
\  
\  
\  
I  
- _ . - . , . _ -
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~p{mdix B .  R e t e n t i o n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s '  o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  m e s h  s i z e '  g i H n e t s ,  
. p e r  f i s h  s p e c i e s ,  a n d  p e r  w a t e r  b~y" J a n u a r y  - M a r c h  1 9 8 9  
- , . . . ,  
. , 	  
G i l l n e t  
T o t a l l F o r k  l e n g t h  ( e m )  
W e i g h t  ( k g )  ~ 
f  
m e s h  
l i t e r  B o d y ·  F i s h  s p e c i e s  
( m m )  
n  
A v e r a g e  M i n i m u m  M a x i m u m  
A v e r a g e  M i D i m u m  M a x i m u m  
f  
!  
f
k e  V i c t o r i a 	  o .  n i l o n c u s  
1 0 1 . 6  1 4 3  
3 0 . 0 0  
2 2 . 9 0  
3 7 . 0 0  
0 . 5 8  
0 . 2 5  
1 . 2 0  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
1 1 4 . 3  2 9  
3 1 . 5 7  
, 2 5 . 4 0  
4 4 . 0 0  
0 . 6 6  
0 . 3 2  
1 . 6 0  
,  
o .  n i l o n c u s  
1 2 7 . 0  5 8 6  
3 0 . 8 0  
2 3 . 0 0  
4 9 . 0 0  
0 . 7 1  
0 . 2 4  
2 . 2 0  
o .  n i l o n c u s  1 5 2 . 4  
8 4  
3 7 . 6 2  
2 7 . 0 0  
4 8 . 2 0  
1 . 3 2  
0 . 5 9  
2 . 2 6  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
1 7 7 . 8  
2 9  
3 8 . 6 2  
2 1 . 0 0  
5 0 . 1 0  
1 . 3 2  
0 . 2 2  
2 . 9 0  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
2 0 3 . 2  6 5  
5 1 . 0 1  
2 7 . 2 2  7 9 . 1 0  
2 . 5 3  
0 . 2 2  
4 . 2 8  
L a t e s  s p p .  1 2 7 . 0  5 5  
5 3 . 1 5  
3 4 . 0 0  
7 7 . 8 0  
2 . 2 2  
0 . 4 0  
5 . 9 8  
! . a t e s  s p p .  
2 0 3 . 2  2 2 9  
6 3 . 3 8  3 3 . 5 0  
9 3 . 0 0  
3 . 5 8  
0 . 4 2  
_  9 . 9 6  
.  
k e  A l b e r t 	  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
1 0 1 . 6  6 3  
2 4 . 9 0  
2 0 . 8 0  
3 4 . 5 0  
0 . 5 8  
0 . 1 4  
0 . 6 4  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
1 1 4 . 3  
8 2  
2 8 . 8 5  
2 2 . 1 0  
3 4 . 4 0  
0 . 6 2  
0 . 2 4  0 . 9 . 4  
B a g r u s  s p p .  
8 8 . 9  
1 6  
3 6 . 8 1  
2 8 . 0 0  5 0 . 2 0  
0 . 4 5  
0 . 2 4  
1 . 2 8  
L a t e s  s p p .  
7 6 . 2  1 6  3 2 . 2 0  
2 8 . 0 0  3 8 . 5 0  
0 . 3 6  0 . 2 8  
0 . 5 6  
L a t e s  s p p .  
1 1 4 . 3  
4 1  3 8 . 8 1  
3 0 . 0 0  
5 0 . 2 0  
0 . 7 4  
0 . 3 0  
1 . 6 8  
,  
A l e s t e s  s p p  
6 3 . 5  
5 8  
2 6 . 7 2  
2 2 . 3 0  4 2 . 4 0  
0 . 2 1  
0 . 1 0  
0 . 5 2  
H y d r o c y n u s  s p p  5 0 . 8  
1 4 9  2 5 . 6 1  1 9 . 8 0  
3 2 . 3 0  
0 . 2 1  
0 . 0 8  
0 . 7 2  
H y d r o c y n u s  s p p  6 3 . 5  
1 1 4  
2 5 . 4 9  
2 0 . 3 0  3 0 . 3 0  
0 . 2 0  0 . 1 2  
0 . 3 3  
m o r  L a k e s  O .  v a r i a b i l i s  7 6 . 2  2 1 3  
2 0 . 3 5  
1 5 . 4 0  
2 8 . 8 0  
0 . 3 8  
0 . 0 9  
0 . 4 4  
. .  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  7 6 . 2  6 3  1 9 . 3 4  
1 7 . 2 0  2 7 . 8 0  
0 . 2 3  0 . 0 8  
0 . 4 4  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
1 1 4 . 3  1 7  2 8 . 3 6  2 4 . 5 0  3 6 . 2 0  
0 . 4 9  0 . 3 0  
1 . 0 0  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  1 2 7 . 0  6  
2 8 . 2 8  
2 5 . 5 0  3 0 . 0 0  
0 . 5 0  0 . 3 8  
0 . 5 6  
P r o ! O p r e r u s  s p p  
8 8 . 9  2 0  
8 7 . 4 5  
1 7 . 5 0  1 2 7 . 3 0  2 . 8 2  
0 . 5 3  
9 . 5 0  
~ W a m a l a 	  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  7 6 . 2  1 7 7  1 8 . 4 0  
1 4 . 5 0  
2 4 . 0 0  
0 . 1 3  
0 . 0 4  
0 . 2 6  
o .  n i l o n c u s  
8 8 . 9  
2 4 5  
1 8 . 1 0  
1 5 . 2 0  
2 2 . 7 0  
0 . 1 2  0 . 0 6  
0 . 2 0  
P r o t o p t e r u s  s p p  
8 8 . 9  2 2  7 9 . 3 8  
6 2 . 8 0  
1 0 8 . 2 0  2 . 2 9  
0 . 8 6  
6 . 0 0  
- r e  E d w a r d J 	  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  1 1 4 . 3  
6 6 8  2 9 . 1 2  
2 2 . 7 0  3 8 . 9 0  0 . 5 2  0 . 2 8  
1 . 2 0  
) r g e 	  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  1 2 7 . 0  2 9  2 9 . 4 6  
2 5 . 0 0  
3 5 . 0 0  
0 . 6 7  
0 . 4 0  
- 3 . 4 8  
B a g r u s  s p p .  1 1 4 . 3  
1 5 6  4 5 . 0 8  
2 5 . 5 0  7 6 . 0 0  
1 . 0 2  0 . 2 0  
5 . 9 0  
B a g r u s  s p p .  
1 2 7 . 0  1 5  5 1 . 6 1  
4 2 . 0 0  
8 2 . 2 0  1 . 6 1  
0 . 9 2  
2 . 2 6  
~ K y o g a 	  
O .  J e u i : o s t i c t u s  7 6 . 2  
1 6 2  
1 8 . 8 1  
1 6 . 5 0  
2 0 . 0 0  
0 . 1 4  0 . 1 2  0 . 1 8  
o .  n i l o n c u s  7 6 . 2  
1 4 8  
1 8 . 3 4  
1 6 . 3 0  
2 1 . 8 0  
0 . 1 4  0 . 1 0  
0 . 2 2 '  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
1 0 1 . 6  
1 4 9  1 9 . 5 7  
1 6 . 1 0  
2 9 . 5 0  
0 . 1 7  0 . 1 0  
- 0 . 5 4  
O .  n i l o n c u s  
1 2 7 . 0  2 6 5  2 9 . 7 8  
2 2 . 0 0  3 9 . 0 0  
0 . 6 1  0 . 3 0  1 . 7 2  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
1 5 2 . 4  5 9  3 9 . 7 5  
2 8 . 0 0  
4 9 . 6 0  
1 . 4 3  
0 . 5 4  
2 . 6 5  
,  
- } .
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
2 0 3 . 2  1 1 6  
4 6 . 3 5  
3 9 . 0 0  5 6 . 0 0  2 . 2 7  1 . 4 3  4 . 1 0  
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~ A p p e n d i x  C . 	  C a t c h  p e r  n e t  p e r  n i g h t  f o r  t h e  v a r i o u s  m e s h  s i z e  
p e r  f i s h  s p e c i e s ,  p e r  w a t e r  b o d y ,  
J a n u a r y  - M a r c h  1 9 8 9  
G i l l n e t  
T o t a l  
C a t c h .  
I D e 8 h  n u m b e r  o f  
( k g ) 
  
W a t e r  b o d y  
F i s h  s p e c i e s  
( m m )  
n e t s  u s e d  
p e r  n e t 
  
L a k e  V i c t o r i a  
O .  l e u c o s t i c t l J s  
1 2 7 . 0  2 1  0 . 2 0 
  
O .  v a r i a b i l i s 	  
1 2 7 . 0  1 4  0 . 2 0  
O .  n i l o t i c u s 	  
1 0 1 . 6  3 5  
3 . 9 6  
O .  n i l o t i c u s 	  
1 2 7 . 0  
2 5 1  
2 . 5 8  
O .  n i l o t i c u s 	  1 5 2 . 4  8 8  
3 . 7 7  
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
1 7 7 . 8  
1 7 9  0 . 8 1  
0 ;  n i l o t i c u s  
2 0 3 . 2  
1 8 7  
1 . 0 9  
T i l a p i a z i l 1 i i  1 2 7 . 0  
7 3  0 . 0 6  
T i l a p i a  z i l l i i  1 5 2 . 4  
1 0  0 . 1 1  
, f  
B d V U S S P P 	  
2 0 3 . 2  
3 0  0 . 1 5  
C l a r i a s  s p p 	  1 2 7 . 0  
2 7  
0 . 1 7  
C l a r i a s  s p p 	  
1 7 7 . 8  
2 9  
0 . 8 4  
i , '  
C l a r i a s  s p p 	  
2 0 3 . 2  
3 0  0 . 2 3  
~
" 	  
C l a r i B S  s p p  
3 0 4 . 8  
3 9  0 . 1 9  
L a r e s  s P P  
1 0 1 . 6  
1 5  
0 . 8 2  
L a t e s  s p p  
1 2 7 . 0  
2 7 8  0 . 6 4
. .  
L a r e s  s p p  1 5 2 . 4  
6 8  , 0 . 1 4  
L a t e s  s p p  1 7 7 . 8  
1 5 9  0 . 9 1  
L a r e s  s p p  
2 0 3 . 2  
6 2 1  1 . 4 9  
L a t e s  s p p  
2 2 8 . 6  
1 5  1 . 5 0  
L a t e s  s p p  3 0 4 . 8  
1 2 9  
2 . 6 5  
B a r b u s  s p p  
2 0 3 . 2  
7 1  
0 . 0 9  
L a k e  A l b e r t  
O .  D i l o t i c u s 	  5 0 . 8  
4 3  
0 . 0 0  
O .  n i l o t i c u s 	  
6 3 . 5  
7 2  0 . 0 0  
O .  n i l o t i c u s 	  
7 6 . 2  
7 5  
0 . 0 1  
O .  n i l o t i c u s 	  
1 0 1 . 6  
2 7  
1 . 5 8  
O .  D i l o t i c u s  
1 1 4 . 3  
5 1  
1 . 0 4  
B a g r o s s p p  
5 0 . 8  
2 5  0 . 0 4  
B a g r o s  s p p  
6 3 . 5  
7 2  
0 . 0 0  
B a g r o s  s p p  
7 6 . 2  
7 5  
0 . 0 3  
B a g r u s  s p p  
1 0 1 . 6  
5  
0 . 1 6  
B a g r u s  s p p  1 1 4 . 3  
2 4  
0 . 2 0  
C l a r i a s  s p p  
1 1 4 . 3  
4  0 . 8 0  
L a t e s  s p p  
5 0 . 8  
1 6 3  
0 . 0 3  
L a t e s  s p p  
6 3 . 5  
1 5 0  
0 . 0 0  
- ; 	  
L a r e s  s p p  
7 6 . 2  
7 5  
0 . 2 3  
, I  
L a r e s  s p p  
1 0 1 . 6  
5  0 . 7 4  
L a r e s  s p p  
1 1 4 . 3  
4 1  
1 . 0 7  
L a t e s  s p p  
2 0 3 . 2  
9  
1 . 3 9  
S y n o d o n t i s  s p p  
5 0 . 8  
1 8 5  
0 . 0 2  
S y n o d o n t i s  s p p  
6 3 . 5  
2 4 4  
0 . 6 5  
S y n o d o n t i s  s p p  
7 6 . 2  
7 5  
0 . 0 4  
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A p p e n d i x  C .   
C a t c h  p e r  n e t  p e r  n i g h t  f o r  t h e  v a r i o u s  m e s h  s i z e  
. . . . . .
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- "  
p e r  f i s h  s p e c i e s ,  p e r  w a t e r  b o d y ,   
. J a r i u a r y  - M a r c h  1 9 8 9   
G i l l n e t  
T o t a l  
C a t c h  
m e s h  
n u m b e r  o f  
( k g )   
W a t e r  b o d y  F i s h  s p e c i e s  ( m m )  
n e t s  u s e d  p e r  n e t   
L a k e  A l b e r t  
S y n o d o n t i s  s p p  1 1 4 . 3  
2 4  
0 . 1 0   
( c o n t )  
B a r b u s  s p p  
6 3 . 5  
8 0  
0 . 2 8   
B a r b u s  s p p  7 6 . 2  
7 5  
0 . 0 1  
B a r b u s s p p  1 0 1 . 6  5  
0 . 0 7  
B a r b u s  s p p  
1 1 4 . 3  
6  
0 . 7 7  
L a b e o  s p p  5 0 . 8  
2 2  
0 . 0 3  
S c b i l b e  s p p  
5 0 . 8  
1 4 0  0 . 0 1  
S c b i l b e  s p p  
6 3 . 5  7 2  
0 . 0 0  
A l e s t e s  s p p  
5 0 . 8  
2 4 6  0 . 0 6  
A k s t e s  s p p  
6 3 . 5  
4 4 2  
0 . 3 2  
A l ' e s t e s  s p p  
1 1 4 . 3  1 0  
0 . 2 8  
H y d T o c y n u s  s p p  
5 0 . 8  3 8 5  
0 . 3 0  
H y d T o c y n u s  s p p  
6 3 . 5  
3 5 0  
1 . 4 7  
H y d r o c y n u s  s p p  
7 6 . 2  
7 5  
0 . 0 1  
H y d T o c y n u s  s p p  
1 0 1 . 6  
5  
0 . 0 9  
O t h e r  s p p  
5 0 . 8  
2 2  
0 . 0 1  
O t h e r  s p p  
1 1 4 . 3  
2 6  
0 . 3 0  
O t h e r  s p p  
2 0 3 . 2  
9  0 . 1 7  
,  
M i n o r  L a k e s   H a p J o c b r o m i s  s p p  2 5 . 4  6  
0 . 3 4   
H a p J o c b r o m i s  s p p  
3 8 . 1  
5 0  
0 . 7 4   
H a p J o c b r o m i s  s p p  
7 6 . 2  
7 5  0 . 2 3   
O .  v a r i a b i l i s   3 8 . 1  
3 0  
0 . 0 7  
O .  v a r i a b i l i s   7 6 . 2  
1 0 4  
1 . 0  I  
O .  n i l o t i c u s   7 6 . 2  
1 0 5  
0 . 2 1  
t ,   
O .  r U J o t i c u s  1 2 7 . 0  
3  
0 . 9 7   
C l a n ' a s  s p p  
2 5 . 4  
6  
0 . 0 1   
C l a r i a s  s p p  7 6 . 2  
3 1  
0 . 0 9   
~. 
C l a r i a s  s p p  1 1 4 . 3  
4  0 . 6 8  
P r o t o p t c r u s  s p p  
7 6 . 2  
5 2  0 . 4 4  
P r o t o p t c r u s  s p p  
1 1 4 . 3  
7  
5 . 5 6  
P r o t o p t c r u s  s p p  
l 2 7 . 0  
3  
7 . 7 3  
L a k e  W a m : a l a   
O .  n i l o t i c u s  
7 6 . 2  
1 7  
1 2 . 0 2  
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